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COMMENTS!REGARDING!PROPOSED!PLANNED!DEVELOPMENT!

ORDINANCE,!EXHIBIT!C"LRP!2009"00009!

Prepared!by:!!Dan!Lloyd,!February!25,!2013!

!

1. SECTION!7:!!22.22.140.C.!

This!section!provides!that!the!“Review!Authority”!may!decrease!the!density!“where!it!is!

determined! that! the! site!or!vicinity!cannot!support! the!number!of!units! resulting! from!

the! bonus!without! significant! adverse! effects”.! ! This! language! is! too! subjective!when!

considering! that!all!of! the!other!criteria! for!design,!open! space,!community!gathering!

areas!and!similar!requirements!will!have!a!beneficial!effect!on!the!acceptability!of!the!

project!to!the!Review!Authority.!

!

Suggested!Modification:!

Remove! the! paragraph! following! item! C.2.! ! The! Review! Authority! already! has! the!

authority! to! reject! a! project! based! on! similar! findings! found! within! the! Land! Use!

Ordinance.!!!

!

2. SECTION!8:!!22.22.145.B.1.d.(1)!

The!second!sentence!of!this!paragraph!states!“All! individual!garages!shall!be!setback!a!

minimum!of!16!feet!for!garages!that!face!a!public!or!internal!private!street!and!10!feet!

for!side!loaded!garages”.!!This!is!acceptable!where!a!new!unit!FACES!a!street.!!However,!

where! a! garage! takes! access! from! an! internal! drive! isle! or! access! court,! another!

standard!should!be!applied! to!allow! for! the!garages! to!be!set!closer! to! the!drive!aisle!

where!a!vehicle!would!not!be!able!to!park! in!front!of!the!garage,!thereby!blocking!the!

drive!aisle.!

!

Suggested!Modification:!!!

Add! the! following! language! to! that!paragraph.! !“Where!garages! face!an! internal!drive!

aisle!or!drive!court!for!the!provision!of!vehicular!access,!the!garage!shall!be!setback!from!

the!drive!aisle!a!maximum!of!5!feet!or!a!minimum!of!16!feet!(nothing!in!between)”.!

!

!

3. SECTION!8:!!22.22.145.D.!

This!section!addresses!the!findings!to!be!made!when!approving!a!new!project.!!Many!of!

them! are! redundant!or! repetitive.! ! For!example,! finding!number!5! and!6! are! already!

covered!by!findings!1,!2,!3,!and!4.! !By!having!too!many!finding!that!are!essentially!the!

same! as! one! another,! the! process! for! determining! compliance! becomes! too!

cumbersome!and!confusing.!

!

Suggested!Modification:!

Remove!findings!5!and!6.!!!
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!

4. SECTION!11:!!22.30.475.C.!

This!section!addresses!the!height!of!structures.!!Since!the!goal!of!the!PD!Ordinance!is!to!

accommodate! the! County’s! Strategic! Growth! objectives! and! provide! more! housing!

opportunities! within! already! developed! urban! areas,! height! becomes! an! important!

design! tool.! ! This! section! limits! height! to! 28! feet.! ! A!more! accommodating! position!

should!be!encouraged!that!allows!for!the!creative!use!of!height!when!recognizing!that!

smaller! footprints! for! new! residential! structures! are! a! reality,! thus! necessitating!

accommodation!policies!that!offer!options!for!achieving!more!livable!units.!!

!

Suggested!Modification:!

This!section!should!be!modified!as!follows:!!“The!height!of!all!new!residential!structures!

of!up!to!three!stories!shall!be!no!greater!than!34!feet,!with!the!provision!that!that!up!to!

40%!of!the!roof!area!may!exceed!34!feet!for!gable!or!pitched!roof!construction!or!other!

architectural!projections”.!!!!!!

!

5. SECTION!11:!!22.30.475.D!

This!section!addresses!the!floor!area!of!the!second!story.!!The!requirement!to!limit!the!

second! story! to!75%!of! the! first! floor! is! counterproductive!and!would!actually! create!

new!units!that!will!be!constrained!in!size!and!livability.!!Rather,!if!the!goal!is!to!provide!

some!limitation!on!massing!or!add!articulation!to!the!façade!of!new!structures,!then!we!

should! be! addressing! that! issue! with! character! statements,! not! by! increasing! the!

structural!complexity!of!new!buildings!and!reducing! the!cost!effectiveness!of!housing.!!

This! 75%! limitation! may! be! an! appropriate! standard! for! the! third! story! of! a! new!

structure,!but!not!on!the!second!story.!

!

Suggested!Modification:!

This!section!should!be!modified!as!follows:!!“Second!and!Third!Story.!!The!second!story!

floor!area!shall!not!exceed!100%!of! the! first! floor.! !The! third!story! floor!area!shall!not!

exceed!75%!of!the!first!floor.!In!an!effort!to!enhance!the!attractiveness!of!new!residential!

units,!the!architectural!design!of!new!units!shall!incorporate!design!elements!that!break"

up!the!exterior!planes!and!add!interest!and!relief!to!the!overall!form!of!the!building”.!

!

!!!!!!!!!
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Brian Pedrotti

Department of Planning and Building

976 Osos Street   Rm. 200

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408

March 6, 2013

Reference: LRP2009-00009 Planned Developments, County-wide 
Referral 

Dear Mr. Pedrotti,

We believe this ordinance is really intended to gut the application of 
setbacks, height, open space, and other development standards.

Our position regarding this has not changed. We do not want smaller 
minimum lot sizes, and we do not want clustering. While the latter 
sounds good on paper, it does not work out as planned. almost two 
decades of observation  shows "Open space" parcels, left to the 
oversight of Homeowners' associations are prone to neglect and liability 
issues and open to future "reconsideration" by Planning in the direction 
of further subdivision and development. See the loose standards for 
maintenance of "open space" illustrated by item F1 discussed below.

Page 4 of 23, Item F1: Design Standards.  Open Space parcel 
required .... the open space parcel shall not be developed with structural 
uses except as follows:  (1) in the Rural Lands, Residential Rural and 
Residential Suburban land use categories, agriculture accessory 
buildings: (2) in the Recreation Residential Suburban Single Family and 
Residential Multi-Family land use categories: community buildings, 
community residential accessory structures, parking structures, parking 
spaces and driveways.

SCAC  1
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Parking structures, parking spaces, or driveways are not open spaces 
compatible for children to play in, to toss a frisbee, or get together for an 
outdoor portable barbeque. This is a misuse of what open space is 
supposed to provide.
 
Page 5 of 13 – Item 2.  Guarantee of open space.  The required open 
space parcel shall be maintained as open space as long as the clustered 
lots exist, or such other period designated through Conditional Use 
Permit approval.   Such period shall be guaranteed by open space 
easement.  The open space parcel shall in held in common by the 
homeowners, owned by one of the lot owners with an easement for the 
benefit of all lot owners, or dedicated in fee or partial fee title to a quasi-
public agency.  This negates the “perpetuity” that was the rule.
 
Remember that Homeowners Associations and/or CC&Rs are only as 
strong as the leaders. Court action brought by the homeowners seldom 
happens. We cannot count on Homeowner organizations to maintain the 
open space.
  
Finally, the County does not enforce any violation of the restrictions on 
"open space parcels."  An example is Callender Grove, where owners are 
not allowed to erect anything on their “open space” half acre, yet four 
owners have built walls on their portion of the "open space," and the 
county has not forced the owners to remove them in spite of complaints 
by locals.
 
Under 22.22.140: Cluster Division:
 

!!!!!!!!!!! Page 4 of 23,! Item D: Lot size: There is no reason why 

Residential Single-Family buildable lots SF should be lowered from 
2,000 sq. ft. to 1,750 sq. ft. We do  not desire the creation of another Los 
Angeles County.

The intention to provide flexibility in the application of setbacks, height 

SCAC  2
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and other development standards, provides loopholes that undo any good 
intentions.

22.22.145 Planned Development.  These specific standards are meant to 

provide an incentive for creative design yet, ultimately, include reduced 

minimum lot sizes and reduced common areas.! This goes against all our 

community goals.

For these reasons,the SCAC does not recommend supporting the 

proposed modifications to development standards in this ordinance.

By direction of the South County Advisory Council,

Istar Holliday, Corresponding Secretary

!

SCAC  3
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P.O. Box 293, San Luis Obispo, CA 93406 
(805) 546-2850 

Support for the Workforce Housing Coalition does not imply support for the positions or activities of member organizations. 
www.slowhc.org   P.O. Box 293, San Luis Obispo, CA 93406 

March 8, 2013 

San Luis Obispo County Planning Commission 
c/o Brian Pedrotti, Planner III 
976 Osos Street, Room 300 
San Luis Obispo, CA  93408 

SUBJECT: WORKFORCE HOUSING COALITION  
  RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING SLO COUNTY 
  PLANNED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE 

The Workforce Housing Coalition (WHC) appreciates the multiple 
presentations provided by County staff regarding the proposed Planned 
Development Ordinance. The WHC believes that the County should adopt a 
PD ordinance that provides flexibility in its standards to enable development 
of quality housing for the county’s workforce.  After extensive review and 
discussion the WHC offers the following comments for your consideration. 

Our primary concern is that the ordinance not be too prescriptive in matters 
that would be more appropriate for guidelines.  For example, instead of trying 
to define all the fencing standards/styles, please consider just prohibiting 
chain link fencing.  

The ordinance should also be clear concerning when and under what 
circumstances a maintenance agreement is acceptable, rather than an HOA.  
The number of units should probably be the driving factor.  We believe that 
maintenance agreements should be allowed for all projects with ten units or 
less.  The smaller the project, the less likely it is that an HOA will be effective 
or financially feasible.   

We also encourage you to exclude more projects from the common open 
space requirements.  Small common areas are rarely used and their 
maintenance just becomes an added expense.  First, consider increasing the 
number of units in smaller projects that can be excluded based on their 
proximity to parks or public open space.  Also consider increasing the 
acceptable distance to a park for this exclusion.  We believe that people will 
walk or bike more than 1320 feet to a park that offers more amenities than a 
small onsite common area.   

You should also consider excluding developments with larger lots (e.g., 4000 
to 5000 sf) and/or larger private open space (e.g., 750 to 1000 sf) from the 
common open space requirement.  If people have a decent private yard, they 
generally will not gather in the small common area.   

Board of Directors: 

Dana Lilley – Chair 
SLO County Department of 
Planning & Building 

Jerry Rioux – Vice Chair 
SLO County Housing Trust 
Fund 

Steve Delmartini 
San Luis Obispo Realty 

Sheryl Flores 
People’s Self Help Housing 

Charlie Fruit 
Coast National Bank 

Zeljka Howard 
Cal Poly City & Regional 
Planning

Donna Lewis 
Central Coast Mortgage 
Consultants

Julia Ogden 
Habitat for Humanity 

James Patterson 
Interested resident 

Bruce Silverberg 
SLO Green Build 

Scott Smith 
Housing Authority of the City 
of SLO 

George Moylan in Memoriam  
Housing Authority of the City 
of San Luis Obispo 

Advisory Board: 

Marguerite Bader 
Health Care for All 

Carl Dudley 
Mission Community Bank 

Leslie Halls 
SLO County Builders 
Exchange

Adam Hill 
SLO County Board of 
Supervisors

Steve Ingels 
Century 21 Hometown Realty 

Ermina Karim 
SLO Chamber of Commerce 

Craig Smith 
AlA California Central Coast 
Chapter

Vallerie Steenson 
Habitat for Humanity
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WHC comments re SLO County PD Ordinance Page 2 

We also see some problems with the interaction between Sections 22.22.145 and 22.30.475.  For 
example, Section 22.30.475 G reads, “Common Community Gathering Area (CCGA).  In addition to the
requirements for CCGA for Planned Developments in Section 22.22.145.B1.e, a CCGA shall be 
provided for Small-Lot Single-Family developments as follows… (emphasis added)”  Section 22.30.475 
G.1. requires 300 sf per unit and Section 22.22.145 B.e.(1) requires 250 sf for every two units.  
Consequently, Small Lot Single Family developments, which must meet both requirements, must have 
425 sf per unit, correct ?  

In addition, Section 22.22.145 B.2. requires that PDs that propose "Detached Housing" in the 
Residential Multi-Family, Recreation, Commercial Retail and Office/Professional land use categories 
must be consistent with the standards of Section 22.30.475 (the Small-Lot Single-Family requirements).  
This means that all PDs with detached homes must have additional CCGA, are limited to heights of 28 
feet (rather than the 35 feet allowed in most of these zones), and must have six feet between each 
structure.  These requirements reduce the potential density of these projects, which seems to conflict 
with the County’s desire to encourage smart growth and in-fill development.

We appreciate this opportunity to present our comments to you as you review and consider this new 
ordinance.  If you have any questions about the above comments, we will be happy to answer them.  I 
can be reached at 543-5970 and you have the email addresses of all our board and advisory  

Sincerely,

Jerry Rioux, Vice Chair 
Workforce Housing Coalition 
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Jim,!

While!it!is!agreed!that!there!is!a!need!for!a!Planned!Development!Ordinance,!and!it!is!noted!in!the!Staff!

Report!that!“all!planned!developments!will!be!required!to!meet!any!of!the!local!community!design!plans!

and!design!guidelines,”!there!are!concerns!about!the!current!draft.!This!is!because,!as!proposed,!

portions!are!not!consistent!with!the!guidelines!of!the!Templeton!Community!Design!Plan!and!the!intent!

of!the!guidelines!which!is!to!“insure!that!every!new!development!will!carefully!consider!the!community!

context!in!which!it!takes!place!and!make!a!conscientious!effort!to!develop!a!compatible!relationship!to!

the!natural!setting,!neighboring!properties!and!community!design!goals.”!Thus,!many!of!the!“solutions”!

offered!via!the!PDO!are!not!helpful!for!our!community.!Please!consider!the!following:!!!!!!!!!!!!!

A.!!!!!!Per!the!Staff!Report!2"4,!the!PDO!is!“primarily!an!optional!development!tool”!with!two!

exceptions:!

Cluster!divisions!w/n!the!RSF,!RMF!and!Rec!land!use!categories!will!be!processed!as!planned!

developments!

a.!!!!!!!Our!Design!Plan!does!provide!direction!for!clustered!developments!in!RSF!and!

RMF!apartments,!condos!and!attached!units!(not!detached!units).!What!impact,!if!any,!

would!be!imposed!by!requiring!a!project!to!abide!by!the!PDO!as!currently!proposed!and!

would!this!be!consistent!with!the!guidelines!of!the!TCDP?!

b.!!!!!!Multi"family!projects!that!are!made!up!of!detached!single"family!units!proposed!

w/n!the!RMF!land!use!category!must!comply!with!the!Small!Lot!Single!Family!standards.!

c.!!!!!!!I!would!suggest!that!this!not!be!required,!and!be!left!as!optional.!Otherwise,!it!is!

inconsistent!with!the!TCDP!guidelines.!Keeping!it!optional!provide!an!opportunity!for!a!

developer!to!be!creative!and!work!with!the!community!on!possible!alternative!design!

concepts!that!may!be!more!in!line!with!TCDP!goals.!

B.!!!!!!22.22.145(B)3!Secondary!dwellings!permitted!on!a!RSF!with!minimum!lot!size!of!4,000!sf!

a.!!!!!!As!understood,!this!is!inconsistent!with!the!TCDP!due!to!the!cumulative!%!footprint!

of!improvements!on!a!very!small!lot.!While!secondary!dwellings!are!supported,!the!total!

footprint!on!the!lot!should!not!exceed!35%!(see!TCDP!Guideline!quoted!below)!

C.!!!!!!22.30.145!(C)!and!(E)!Building!Height!and!Distance!Between!Structures!

a.!!!!!!!As!proposed,!it!is!allowable!to!build!28’!high!units!6’!apart.!This!is!not!acceptable!

for!a!community!wishing!to!have!a!village,!small!town!feel.!While!the!guideline!quoted!

below!is!in!the!section!regarding!RSF,!the!intended!goal!is!applicable!to!all!residential!

development!in!the!community.!A!suggestion!would!be!to!require!more!distance!

between!buildings!according!to!height.!!

b.!!!!!!TCDP!Guideline!V.A.3:!Percent!of!Building!Footprint!to!Lot!Size!

c.!!!!!!!The!total!square!footage!of!a!house!and!garage!footprint!should!not!exceed!35%!of!

the!total!lot!size.!Side!setbacks!should!be!wider!than!normal!between!residences!as!a!

priority!in!providing!open!spaces.!

d.!!!!!!Intent:!Larger!than!normal!lot!sizes!in!subdivisions!do!not!guarantee!that!the!

development!will!not!look!“tight”!or!shoe"horned!in.!Larger!houses!have!been!placed!on!

these!lots!thereby!reducing!the!open!space!per!lot.!Generous!separations!between!

houses!will!scale!them!to!appear!to!be!in!a!lower!density!neighborhood.!

Thank!you!for!your!time!and!consideration,!

Rob!Rosales,!Templeton!Resident!

!!

!
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